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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

This Amendment is in response to the Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment mailed 

October 24, 2006. This Amendment assumes that the prior amendment (mailed August 1 8, 
2006) in response to the Office Action mailed May 19, 2006 was not entered, such that claims 1- 
79 remain pending in the present application, with claims 1-41 and 66-79 being xyithdrawn. This 
Amendment amends claims 42, 50, 54, 56, 59, 62, and 63, and cancels claims 43 and 51, leaving 
pending in the application claims 1-42, 44-50, and 52-79, with claims 1-41 and 66-79 remaining 
withdrawn. Reconsideration of the rejected claims is respectfully requested. 

I. Non-Compliant Amendment 

The previous amendment was rejected as failing to underline one word that was added in 
the claims section, in order to indicate such addition. Applicants appreciate the Examiner's 
attention to detail, and have amended claim 42 to ensure that any changes are accurately 
reflected. The other claims have been checked to ensure the same. Applicants therefore 
respectfully request acceptance and consideration of the present amendment. 

II. Objection to the Claims 

Claims 50 and 59 are objected to as containing informalities, particularly the lack of the 
word "of in claim 50 and a typographical error for the word "from" in claim 59. Applicants 
appreciate the Examiner's helpful suggestions and have amended the claims accordingly. 
Applicants therefore respectfully request that the objections be withdrawn. 

III. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claims 50, 56 and 62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In particular, claims 50 and 56 are rejected as including 
negative limitations. Claims 50 and 56 as amended should not contain language that can be 
construed as negative limitations. Claims 56 and 62 are rejected as lacking proper antecedent 
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basis for the term "predetermined computer systems." Claims 56 and 62 as amended no longer 
include such recitation. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the rejections with respect 
to these claims be withdrawn. 

IV. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 42, 43, 50-51, 54-56, and 62-65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious over Kraft (U.S. Patent No. 6,418,453) in view ofDutta (U.S. Patent No. 6,636,854). 
Applicants respectfully submit that these references do not teach or suggest each element of 
these claims. 

For example, Applicants* claim 42 as amended recites a method for accessing data 
comprising: 

storing a plurality of files in a file server; 

providing a first export to each of a plurality of client computers and a second export to a 
search engine; 

receiving a directory list request for a selected one of the first and second exports; 

in response to receiving the directory list request, producing a first directory listing 
that is representative of all contents of a first directory for the selected export when the 
selected export is a first export to one of the client computers; 

in response to receiving the directory list request, producing a second directory listing 
that is representative of updated contents of a second directory for the selected export when . 
the selected export is the second export to the search engine, files represented in the second 
directory listing being based on one or more criteria contained in a file filter table, wherein an 
index for the search engine is updated based on the second directory listing 

{emphasis added). Such limitations are neither taught nor disclosed by Kraft and Dutta, 

Kraft teaches a repository service for web crawling, which automatically maintains a file 
modification list and provides this list to a requesting crawler (col. 2, lines 14-28). Kraft does 
not teach or suggest a determination process wherein different directory listings are generated in 
response to a request based on the selected export of the request , wherein one directory listing 
contains all contents of a directory and the other directory listing containing only updated 
contents of a directory. As Kraft does not teach or suggest such a determination process, then 
generating a list whose contents depend upon the result of that process, Kraft cannot render 
obvious Applicants' claim 42. 

Dutta does not make up for the deficiencies in Kraft with respect to claim 42. Dutta 
teaches the augmenting of conventional search engine results vsdth peer-to-peer search results 
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(col. 1, line 65-col. 2, line 7). Dutta does not, however, teach or suggest a determination process 
wherein different directory hstings are generated in response to a request based on the selected 
export of the request, wherein one directory Hsting contains all contents of a directory for the 
export and the other directory listing containing only updated contents of a directory. As Dutta 
does not teach or suggest such a process, Dutta cannot render obvious Applicants' claim 42, or 
the claims that depend therefrom, either alone or in combination with Kraft. 

Applicants' claim 54 recites a limitation wherein such different directory listings are 
generated based on an identification (e.g., IP address) associated with the request. Kraft and 
Dutta also fail to teach or suggest such a limitation, such that these references caimot render 
obvious Applicants' claim 54 or the claims that depend therefrom. The other pending claims 
recite limitations that similarly are not rendered obvious by Kraft and Dutta for reasons including 
those cited above. As such, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection with respect to 
claims 42, 43, 50-51, 54-56, and 62-65 be withdrawn. 

Claims 44-49, 52, 53, and 57-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Kraft in view of Dutta, and further in view of Hill (U.S. Patent No. 7,020,658). As 
discussed above, these claims are not rendered obvious by Kraft and Dutta. Hill does not make 
up for the deficiencies in these references with respect to these claims. Hill teaches a system for 
managing files for browsers (col. 3, lines 15-24), but does not teach or suggest a determination 
process wherein different directory listings are generated in response to a request based on the 
selected export of the request, or the source or an identifier associated with the request, wherein 
one directory listing contains all contents of a directory for the export and the other directory 
listing containing only updated contents of a directory. As such, Hill cannot render claims 44- 
49, 52, 53, and 57-61 obvious, either alone or in any combination with Kraft and Dutta, 
Applicants therefore respectfully request that the rejection with respect to claims 44-49, 52, 53, 
and 57-61 be withdrawn. 
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V, Amendment to the Claims 

Unless otherwise specified, amendments to the claims are made for purposes of clarity, 
and are not intended to alter the scope of the claims or limit any equivalents thereof. The 
amendments are supported by the specification and do not add new matter. 



In view of the foregoing, Applicants believe all claims now pending in this 



Application are in condition for allowance. The issuance of a formal Notice of Allowance at an 
early date is respectfully requested. 



If the Examiner believes a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of 



this application, please telephone the undersigned at 925-472-5000. 



TOWNSEND and TOWNSEND and CREW LLP 

Two Embarcadero Center, Eighth Floor 

San Francisco, California 941 1 1-3834 

Tel: 925-472-5000 

Fax:415-576-0300 

JDL:slh 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 
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